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ABSTRACT . ^ ^ , " . . 

recent years the Aray "has been concerned about the 
widespread use -of psychoactive drugs by all classes of young people ' 
and the effects of this use on the Aray. In order to curb this use ' ' 
among soldiers the, Aray iEitiated a coaprehensiv£ prograa to prevent 
and control the abuse of alcohol and drugs. Prevention was considered 
to include education, law enforcement, and coaaunity action, but * 
particularly education and training. The- research reported in .this 
paper assessed th^ effectiveness- of education in preventing drug ' 
abuse m the Aray units surveyed. A cross-sectional survey of 1,716 
aen on .16 posts, plus a separate evaluation at one post and group 
interviews, produced data that suggest that Aray drag education 
programs appear to influence iaaediate drug 'use less than related 
demographic factor? such as last civilian residence, age, or race. 
Civilian studies corroborate this finding. (Author) 
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FOREWORD 



the SociaLProcesses Technical Area of the Army Research Institute (ARI) is concerned with 
problems of social dynamics and interactions to enhance the adjustment of the soldier to the 
modern Arny and provide field commanders with techniques to increase unit Competence. 
Programs in the Technical Area deal not only with systematic research over wide areas but with 
solutions to immediate and specific problems, in this case the requirement to curb the al3use of 
drugs in the Army by developing effective methods of prevention/control, and treatment.* 

^This Technicaf Paper reports on the effectiveness of education in reducing dr\jg abuse in the 
, Army units surveyed during the research. Researches concfucted under Army RDTE Project 
Number 2Q162ld8A752, ."Institutional, Change/' FY 1974 Work Program. The research is 
conducted as an in house effort augmented by contracts with organizations selected as having 
unique capabilities in this area. The present study was conducted jointly by personnel of Arthur D. 
Little, Inc.; of Cambridge, Mass., and the Army Research Institute, and is responsive to special 
requirements of the^ Director of Human ResourcesjDefvelopment, Office of the Deputy Chief of 
Staff for Personnel of the U.S. Army. 
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AN.ASSESSMENT OF DRUG EDUCATION-PREVENTION PROGRAMS IWTHE* 
U.S. ARMY 



Requirement; ^ . ^ * 

To assess the effectiveness of Army drug education progi'ams designed to prevent drug and 
alcohol abuse. . 



Procedure: 

.The impact of drug education on patterns of drug use wasassesrjd through a cross-s6ctional 
survey x)f 1,716 enlisted men over 16 Army posts, and through a separate-sample.pretest-posttest 
evaluation of a drug education program at one post. Ir^ addition, group interviews were conducted 
with a total of 191 enlisted men. * 

V 

Both the sup;ey data and the ^ pretest-posctest d^ta were analyzed primarily by 
cross-classification tables against a chi-square criterion, contrasting drug^edupation factors with the 
use of alcohol and seven other drugs. The Automatic Intetiaction detector program (AID) was also 
used on the survey data to assess interactive effects of background and educational factors on drug 
use patterns. * \ ^ ' % 

Findings: • . 

* Current drug education programs in the Army were consistently found to be ineffective in 
preventing or diminishing,drug use. For the most part this failure cf education occurred regardless 
of the particular educational, process, or technique employed. The AID arralyses revealed 
background an'd situational factors to be considerably more powerful in determining changes in 
drug use than any of the drug education factors. " 



Utilization of findings: 

Drug education appears to be less e^Pfecti^e as & short-term mevhod for preventing all drug and 
alcohol abuse when the evaluation of the education program is bd^'ed solely upon amount of drug 
use. The findings indicate that immediate prevention of all drug.use through a single educational 
program is, for the most part, un ealistic. The Army drug education program might better be 
utilized as a Ipng-r^nge program involving information, clarification of positive individual values 
concerning drug use, and the developrnent of more positive rets of behaviors regarding drugs. A 
"rap session" method of presenting drug education is suggested as the approach with the highest 
payoff. 
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AN ASSESSMENT Oi^ DRUG' EDUCATION-PREVENTlbrf PROGRAMS IN THE 
U. S. ARMY ' ' , ' ' ' 



Since tfie early SO's^ the illicit use of psycho-active drugs has 
increased significantly among certain segments of American Society ^/ 
particularly with, those segments which contain high proportions o£ youtl^. 
Although epidemics of drug use are not new ib this coufttry^ the recent 
'rates' of illicit use among high schoojl nnd college-age ypUth have been 
unprecedented. ''^' J No longer is illicit use confined to, lower-clas« youths 
of the inner cltTy; it has spread up through tl\Q soc^^-econoratc "strafea, 
out into the suburbs , ^nd onto military posts. Surveys of drug use in 
the armed services have indicated that sizable proportions of p'llisteci 
men in the Army use illicit drugs (Table 1). 



- Table^l- . K ' 

USE OF DRUC^ IN THE ARMY IN I97I (12 MdNTH PERIOD) 
- . ■ (N = 8,643) 



- -- ^ - - •- -- -- - - .. .- 






of Enlisted Men 


Marijuana 




42.7 ' 


Other Psychedelic drugs 




29.4 


Stimulahta 




28.0 


Narcotics \^ 


V 


20.1 ! 



Notn , Data from Fiiher, K 1971 OOOturvty of dru9us«. Alix»ndrla» V«., Haman R*iourc»i 
* ' Rat^arch Organization. Ma^ch 1972. ^ > 

J Although the pre&ise effects of thes.e dru^;8 on physlologilcai function 
are not knovm, there haa been legitimate cause for concern regarding the 
potential impact of drug use on troop morale and combat readiness'. 



t * * 

Brecher, E.M. Licit and illicit drugs . Bos ton; Little, Brown, 1972. 

National Commission on Marijuana and-^Drug Abuse Drug use in America ; 
A problem in pergpectiv%>^ (Second report). * Washington^ D.C.r 
Government^ Printing 6f^f icgy 1973. 
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Consequentl)5,»tbe /ymr/ Inltlatad a comprehcnslyo program prevent antiT ♦ 
t^^ / control, the abuse *f alcohcrl and drugs ♦ ^Tho functional ar,«as of the 

Arnn^ progr:^ are mre^vontion, f&entification, detoxlXicatitiV, CrehatlLita- 
|hd research^ ,The*area of prevention vas^ considered dtr 
lavf enf orccincnt , and cocsounity action*' 



t 



tlon^ evaluation 
include educhtlon 



The preventioa of drug abuse through education and training has been 
4. major feature this prdgpom. ^ince I97I d*\i^ etiucatitm andr training^ 
progrfinis have bee\ launched throughout^ the Arnj< programs designed* to 
educate troops about the dy^mics and con^equenq^s of drug' abuse, and 
training progr^tcs designed to isipart skllis and knowledge to leaders Txxid 
key individuals (drug program staff, psychiatrists, chaplains, ete.)'^'b<5 
must copp with the pVoblcm. ^ Unfcrtunat^^y ^ littl^ is known about the^ ^ 
Impact p'f these 'programs. The research i^resented Jiere was coti*ducted to 
assess* the effect ivcncs*8» of those drug; education and t3a*ini«g ^r-ogr^ms . . 
and to cons^iSet courses of action most appropriate for preventing* drug 
abuse among solfiiers. This report p esents the findings of the research' 
on drug education programs in the Army; ;a later report i/ill present the 



results of i^esearctt on the drug tfainitte programs • ^ 



In the Amy, attempts to present illicit drug use have typically 
t;aken the £orm, of programs desi^e4*to edugtite individuals about the ^ * 

dynamics and consequences of ,*3uch use, .While specific objectives vary, - 

implicit in the generation of most* dxrug education programs is the belief 

that information about drugs will deter *or diminish tlUiir illicit uoe» - ^ ^ 

However, no systematic research had determined the impact jor- these ^ 

programs on the^'subspguent drug use of soldiers* Staff in t^e field who ' ^ 

develop and conduct dtug prevention prograriS?*haV,e little feedback 

regarding the str9ngth3 and weaknesses^of tnfe^j^ducation programs, thus, 

they find it difficult' to assess an3 improve trreir efforts. • - * • 

; * • ; ^ ' . " r . 

Information abt?ut drug educabix)n programs in ci^vilian. fcot45mnities 
^\as npt directly applicable; a r^umber of researchers have investiga'ted 
the.effpcts of drufe education, .but their samples have typically been 
younger' people (school age) living in environments* quite different ' ^ ^ ^ 

from the military. 'Furthermore, their results havft tended to be^ 
equivocal: stae indivicjupls seemed to be Influenced ^for a time along • 
certain dimension^, usually, aititudinal oh ccs^uitive; but little 

evidence appeared of behavior change. 4.5 . ^ . * v ^ : 



3 Department of the Arary Clrcula? 6OO-85, Alcohol and Drug Abuse ^\ ^ . 
'Prevention and Control Program. June 1^2* ^ ^ ' " 

^Martin G. , and»T. O'Rourke. The perceived effectiveness of selected 4 
programs and sources with respect to preventing the use of dangerous 
drugs. Journal of Dru^ Education ^ 1972^ 2 (4), 529-355. 

*Aroendolara, F. Modifying attitudes toWrds drugs in seventh grade 
students. Journal of Drug Education , I975. 3. (1), 7I-78. 
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' , The .present research was dfesigned to ariswei: two ttajor questions 
basic to the itm^^-'s concerft:' <1) tJhat has be^n che irapact of drug 

; v>4uc^tion on) the' drug-use patterns' -^f .enlisted -meh? (2) Khat^ has been 
'c, relative itnpactr of drug t-ducQtioh on drug tjise patterns^ v?hen 

c<K3p^red to the ififluenc^ o.f d^tsogs^phic and situational character istics? 
In a broader sense ^ thp^esearih v?as designed to yietJ a set o£ • 
!5uggeiatiqns tor tmproxiigg^c prevention of nUohol and drug abase among 
ttoop^. • * 



METHOD 



1/ 



Design- *^ * . - . • 

IdeaUy, An evaluation research design incorporates a faetorial . 
^^rr^ingcineut with laeasurenseuts tal?en several tines before and after the^ 
treatment*® ^uch a Resign necessitates a clear delineation of a prograsi 
; place <3ti^\tlrac, a preeise identification .of independent variables, 
ami. Eoastble means for their manipulation, because t.he Array ^rug , 
VdiJcacibn effort i^ spread vorldj-wide in various stages of development 
and i^piemeotation^ an. eclectic research strategy vas'ei^ployed which 
enconpassed two -^^ypes^^if reisearch design and u^ed both questionnaire and 
. interview c^ethods. On^' design was^the static-group cbiapart^on, a cross-^ ■ 
sectional sutvey of Ijle enlisted'men at 16 posts throughout the. world," 
some of whons had been exposed*'^ ^fug education and some of whom had not*' 
Thi^ design has* the practical advantages of permitting a broadly repre- 
sentative santp^e to be assessed. ijt,..Ji-ift?igLttv^ short {ime, since the * 
'measures are talci*a only, once,. Uwever. sthih a ds^^ign carries defi- 

'ibution o£ c^i^ality and eautvaaence of groups. To gairr 

sssmenc of drug education 
education program fit^ne post (Post '•y") wa^ 
evaluated by mg^ffui of a sepatate-sample pretcpt-^sttestt deSijm 'using 



addiction, group interviews were condut 
tjtjaids of enlisted men at each post (N » I9I 
conducted by y^ung- {under' 5fJ) Vietnam vetc 



ted ;&ith randomly selected 
he interviews were ^ 



^ . ?losr<i, P* Cva luating social programs > New Seminar Press,. 1^72. 



Carjpb^li, /K and J. Stanley. Experimental and auaai^e:ft>eriinfental 
^. i;,w^lgnB fJr research ^ Chicago i Rand McNally, 1963* 

Campbell and Stanley. 1X3, op. cic. 



Procedure < * * * 

.' * 

The Ineasuring instrumettt^-ojised in both efforts was a questionnaire 
coniprising three parts: (1) .drug use over the Igst 60 days^ (2) drug 
education experiences, and (5)' background characteristics/ The major 
-'independent variable in the main survey, exposure to a drug education 
priigram, was measured by the response' to the item, 'Vhat did you learn 
from the Alcohol and Drug Education Program at this post?" If tbe * 
respondent checked the answer, "I have not taken part in ''any of these 
activities at this post/' he* was^ placed in the Not Exposed group;*all 
others were placed in the Exposed Group. ^ Self reports of drug use 'were 
obtained on alcohol, jnarijuana, heroin, narcotics other than heroin^ 
stimulants, depressants^ and hallucinogens. For ^ach of these drugs 
respondents reported .whether , since coming "to their post, tfheir use of 
a drug (1) increased or started, (2) stayed the same^ (5) stayed zero, 
or (4) decreased or stopped. It should be noted that these reports of 
drug use^ the major dependent variable, were obtained separately from 
reports of drug education expe.riences ^ and that reHtive change in drug 
■use was measured, not sibsolute levels' o£ use. 

Because t^^ie intent of the research was to. draw statistical contrasts 
between groups, no attempt was made to derive ^population estimates for 
particular questionnaire responses. Nevertheless, a stratified multi- 
st-^gTe" samp ling procedure was employed. Posts with ongoing drug educa- 
tion programs v/ere first selected to provide geographical representa- 
tiveness. At each post, companies were then categorized according to 
principal functions; i.e., combat arms, combat support, or combat 
ser'/ice support. Companies nere randomly selected from within those 
.clusters in prCJportion to their represent^ition on post,. Squads were 
tlien randomly selected from within the companies. In all, 1,716 enlisted 
men were surveyed at IC posts ia the United States, Germ&ity and Korea, 
Background characteristics of the result ing^sample are presented in 
Table 2: , ' " 

I - ; 

The questionnaire was administered by a civilian research team from* 
a private firm. Respondents were assured that the questionnaire data 
would be confidential, and were shown a copy of a. letter from the Bureau 
of Narcotics and DangerouS Drugs granting complete confidentiality of 
questionnaire responses. 

The (Subjects for the experiment at Post Y ;^ere drawn from three 
different units. Tht *:3me three units were sampled on the posttest as 
on the pretest, but the different squads were selected from ^ach unit 
for the posttest. The qicestlonnaire was administered by the 

/ 



It should lie noted that it is possible that some portion of the Not 
Exposed .group inay have been transfers who tjere exposed at a previous 
post. Thus^ in a strict sense, it was the effect of the post program 
that was being tested/ not the career-long effects. 
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Table 2 



.BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS OF T^E SAMPLE 
• (N = 1,716) 



CHARACTERISTXC 



Race 



White/Caucasian • 
B lack/A fro -Amer ica n 
Other ♦ 
No answer 



Age 

17-lS 
19-20 
21-22 
23-25 
26-29 
30+ 

No answer 



Pay Grade 

E-1 • 

E-2 

E-3 

E-4 

E-5 

E-6 

E-7 

No answer 

Education ' 

•No high school 
Some high school 
GED (high school equivalent) 
High school diploma 
Some college 
College degree 
Graduate study 
Graduate degree 
No^ answer 



72 
17 

6- 
.5 



10 
31 
29 
18 
6 
4 
4 



11 
13 
17 
55 
17 
2 

0. 
4 



2 

13 
17 
55 
28 

5 



CHARACTERISTIC 




.7 

.5 



Status 

Dra fte^ 
RA ' 5^ 
Reservist 
No answer 



Density of Last Civilian Residence 

Within the city limits of a very 
large* city (.population over 500,000) 
In a suburb of a very large city 
whose population is over 500,000 
Within the city liniits of a city 
(50,000 to 500,000) 
In a " Suburb of a city whose 
population is 50.000 to ^0,000 
In a large town (10,000 to 5p,000) 
In a town (2^000 to 10,000) 
Jn a country towi? (less than 2^000) 
On a ifarm or ranch - 
No answer ^ 



Type of Unit 

Combat Arms 

Combat Support, Arms 

Combat Service Support Arms 

No answer 



Length of Service 

Less than six months 

Six to twelve months 

15-24 months 

25-56 months 

37- '±8 months 

More than four years 

No answer 



20 

75 
1-5 

4 



20 



15 

7 
15 
16 

9 
8 

4 



46 

15 
6 



15 
15- 

15 
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civilian research team to 180 enlisted men just before the initiation of 
a formal drug education program, ^hen presented again, two months later 
to 6Q different enlisted men (scheduling difficulti& reduced sample 
size on the •revisit ) • Our samples gave some* indications of di'^ferences 
in drug use among squads within units • Pretes t-posttest data on 
specific individuals are not available. •* ' 

. . RESULTS -* ' ' 

.ft - 

Experiences with Drug Education , 

Tabulation of the main survey data on drug education experiences 
provided a sketch of drug educatipn^in tbevArmy. Drug education typi- 
cally took place in a classroom setting^ oriented around a lecture^ but 
oftei^ included a movie or slide show (635^ of enlisted men reporting) 
and discussion session^ (5^5&)» The program wa^ presented^most, often by 
professional people*— i.e. ^ medical doctor^ chaplain, social worker 
(total: 465&)~but the single most frequently cited, source ^f information 
was the company commander (195&)* .The ^program messages most often 
reported were those which "discfouraged men* from using drugs'' (35^), that 
they would be "punished if caught"^(3l5&), but that; "the Army would help 
you get off drugs if you want" (35^)* With regard to alcohol, the modal 
message was "do not use on duty" (42^). The^program was moderat^e.ly , 
credible^ the majority of respondent;s yho had been exposed to drug educa 
tion^believed "Some", "Almost aU" or "All"* of the program's message. 
■% 

« Effects of Education on Drug Use ^ . '/ . 

Alcohol and drug^use of. the sample population at the time of the 
survey is presented in Figure 1/ Alcohol was the drug most ase4 in the 
two months preceding tffe survey ("Present Use"), followed by marijuana, 
stimulants^ hallucinogens -'depressants , narcotics other than heroin, , 
heroin, and inhalants. Most use of alcohol and marijuana was re^Xar 
(once a week or more), whiliB u§e of iidialants, hallucinogens, and heroin 
was on a relatively infrequent 'basis. 

•When the drug use patterns of soldier,s who, had been exposed to drug 
education were contrasted with those who had not,^a significant differ- , 
ence occurred only with alcohol, and t^at difference was in the direc- 
tion opposite that hypothesized, i.e.^ the number of individuals who 
stopped use was less, than expected and the number of those who continued 
use at the same level was more than expecited. On all other drugs, there 
were no statistically, significant differences between the two groups 
(Table 5). . ^ 
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Jn a search for effects of particular facets of drug education^ over 
200 two-way chi-sqiiare analyses were periormed on relationships Ijetween 
educd^fcional process variables (sources^ media^ and messages) and^drug 
use. Only 10 analyses^ revealed relationships' which were statistically 
significant at the .05^ level; such a rfesult is almost precise'ly what 
would ha'C^e" been expected by chance. 

However^ in response to the direct question about whether drug educa- 
tion affected their drug, use ^ 2j percent of- those exposed -to drug educa- 
tion reported that' it did have an effect. Furthermore^ 64 percant of 
the jexposed groups said ttiat they learned something from their drug 
education experience. The^ data in Table 4 provide further evidence - of *a 
relationship between amount of learning reported. and driig use. There is* 
a significant inverse relationship between .amount learned and extent pf 
•2 • 1 

drug use (x = 80.49, P<-05). One interpretation of these data 

is that cognitive ^lianges produced drug use changes^ i.e.^ those who * ^ 
learned more subsequently used drugs less. Another interpretation is 
that selective attention processes were at work; i.e#, abstainers 
"learned" material .which served to confirm their previous judgment that 
drug ase is not beneficial, whereas drug users or those contemplating 
drug use tended to disregard the negative information and "learned" 
material which. might help lessen the risk of illicit drug use. Analysis 
of the types of knowledge which individuals of varying drug use patterns 
reported having acquired front drug education supports t:his selectij^- 
attention interpretation (Table *Ehe data suggest that the res^pondents 

reportjed learning fifiose types of* knowledge which were consonant with 
their drug use patterns. ' ^ 

Separate chi-square analyses were the^ performed on the relationships 
between background factors and .drug bse/ As shown in Table 6, many of ^ 
the "demographic factors v^ere significantly related to drug use. A^e and 
pay grade (higKly correlated^ are the two most broadly influential 
factors, followed by population Jetisity of previous residence, education, 
type of unit, and race* ; 

\ 

Based upon the significance of these factors, further analyses were " 
performed to identify potential interactions (i.e., particular effects 
of combinations of factors) between drug education factors and background 
factors on drug use changes. The AID-II, the revised form of the Auto- 
matic Interaction Detector program, was employed for these purposes. The 
AID w^^s designed to simulate the procedures of a cood researcher in 
searching for the predictors (independent- variable^) that increase his 
power to account for the variance of" the dependfent\variables^. 



to 

Morgan, J. &• J. Sonquist. Searching for structure . Survey Research 
.Center^ Universi4:y of Michigan^ 19?1- 
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. ^Table 5 

PERCENTAGE OF REPLIED FROM MEN' OF EACH DRUG USE PATTERN 
ON KN0WLEIK2 GAINED FRCM DRUG EDUCATION 







DRUG USE PATTERN 




Learning 


Increased 


Stayed 
Same ' 


S tayed 
Zero 


StODDed or 
Decreased 






11^3^ 






p'P'Pp/^fc O'F Ay\\<r^ on 

mind and body 






13. 3" 




Dangers of abuse 






14.75(1 


13.0?& 


How to. handle emergencies 




1 / 






^vhere to get help 








12.3 


How to avoid hepatitis 


. 4,1^ 




1.2^ 


3.3^ ■ 


Understanding of abusers 




7.^ 


9-7^ 


11.2^ 


Unders'tanding^ of self 




3 A 


3.6^ 


6.7^ 

• 


How much use is 'safe 


' 6.5^ 




3; 9^ 


5.0^ 


.Which drugs are dangerous 




8.75^/ 


■ 10. 0^ 


• 10.2^ 


How not to get caught ' • 




4.4^ 


1.5^ 


3M 


Other kicks . 


2.7^- - 


2.3^ 


3.81& 




Nothing , ' \^ 


13.6^^ 


14.0^^ 






* 

Total number of replies 


. 294 


771 


1303 


660 



.) 
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The program searches a set of predetermined predictors .to find jjhich 
division of the sample will most reduce the within subgroup variarice of 
the dependent variable^ The resulting subgroups are thei? further split 
on subsequent predictors that f educe the within variance of the subgroups 
. most with respect to the dependent variable. The subgroups continue to 
split until one of the following conditions is met: all the variance Is 
explained^ the subgroups resulting from a split are smaller' than a cer- 
tain critical size (which was chosen to be 2o subjects jEor th^*. runs 
described below) ^ or no splic will reduce unexplained variance by more 
than a specified amount '(.8?i). ^ 

Two types of AID ^^nalysis were conducted. For both" analyses , the 
dependent variable .^/as a" modified form of the four-response variable 
described above. In the Alpha (a) runs^ respondents who were drug users 
before arriving at the post were divided into users who had increased 
drug use and those who had notj abstainers arid those^who had recently ' « 
started drug use were excluded/' In the Beta (B) runs, all respondents 
were divided into two groups, those who had increased or started dr^g , 
use^ and. those who had not ^ , Including abstainers. Conceptually., the 
Alpha run tested the. power of particular factors to prevent increased 
use araong^ current drug users. .The Beta run tested the power of partic- 
ular factors to prevent Increased use and to reinforce non-use among all 
young 'enlisted men. 

The predictors w6re if three basic types: 

1. Background predictors, such as age, race, unit^ types. 

2. Program-<related preai;:tors, such as media, content ot* 
knowledge^ miessages. ^ * ^ ^ ^ 

5. Moderator predictors, such as perceived amount of learning. 

Thus the AID analyses provided^ an estimate of the impact of several 
» potential predictors In particular combinations on the use of several 

different drugs, both among users and among all the men* However, AID 
. Is not a hypothesis-testing form of analysis; it does not permit the 
rejectipn of null hypotheses in the manner of conventional inferential 
, statistical* methods. Rather, it reveals the' relative 4>ower of particular 
predictors to account for* variance in drug use. Although each of the 14 
AID analyses yielded a 'different set^*6f predictors^ some predictors 
^consistently accounted for more variance in drug use than othera, as 
' shown in J^able 7* Overall, age, and length of time at a post appear to 
be the main determinants of, drug-using behavior changes. Older men 
almost universally underwent fewer drug-use increases than younger men, * 
with the turning point somewhere between 21 and 25 years of age. In the 
case of every non-alcoholic drug, men who had been at their* present post 
more than six months were more likely to have started, or increased their 
use than; those who had been at their post le^s than six months. Popula- 
tion density of the last civilian residence predicted a number of differ- 
ences in drug-using behavior, particularly in regard to the ''harder" 
drugs . 
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The numerous a^p^cts of drug education had b6t;li Jiositive and negativa 
effects. Although exposure to drug education ^classn waa spmevhat effec- 
tive in preventing Increases in the xise of her<5*n, depressants /anci; 
other narcotics, knowledge received on the consequences of illicit use 
(physical dangers^ probable punishment, etc.)* predicted increases in » 
drug use. ^ ' ' ^ . * ^ v 



Pfeiesl-Poinest Results 

Tbe effects of a fo9nal drug-education prc^ram at^Post V^'on drug-use 
behavior are shown in, Table 8. The table displays rep'orted ^tiig^e for 
individuals who report having been exposed to drug educaticn^^S^Mg- 
nificant difference in drug use appeared between -the .group assessed, 
before the initiation of the formal program and the group surveyed twi - 

months later (x^ = 0.81, df = 5, P<*05). Similai:^vi^lyses wer^ also per- 
forroed^for each drug; none of the differences Uas s-trftistically 
significant ' • , ' ' ^ ^ - 



Table 8 

NUMBER OF SUBJECTS REPORTING CHANGES IN DRUG USE 
-^BEFORE And after DRUG EDUCATION 







Start or 
Increase 


Same 


Zero 


Stop or 
r Decrease 


Before 


5 


13 






After l^f 


4 




20 ' ■ 


* 9 



Interview Results 



When asked in group intorviews about the impact of the drug educa-* 
rion program, tnajoifit*ies in nearly half af the squads indicated that it 
had "no impact in only 5 percent of the squads was .it felt to have a 
"good impact*" When^aaked why the , program had no impact, the modal re- 
spons^e was "my mind was\lready made up" (503& of thoae squads providing^ 
reasons for no imp&pt), Ftogram deficiencies accounted for 28 percent 



'^Despite the laxrk of a formal drug education program at Post Y lat the 
time of the pre-test, of the individuals ^aurvcqred on^tfie pre-test 
reported having been exposed to'qome form of *drug educatio$i at this 
post.* The source of such "drug education" was/probably a brief 
talk by one's ccjnmaAder* . J ' 

^ - 15 ^2o . ' f . 
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of the negative reasons! When-askpd what drug education methods 'they 
preferred, 86 percent i^aid i*rap sessions", because, they "get people 
involved, turned on." When asked ,whe.ther they would feel comfortable 
.t^tiWU^g with a person specially ap^ointe*d to provide coun3€fl4ng* in such \ 
matters/ 8s percent axiswered affirmatively; 48 percent indicated that he v 
should' be a civilian. ^ _ • " " * - 

. ' oiscussioN • t ' - , . 

- ■ : * • 

With rare exceptions^ ^^"g behavior 3i'd^not appear to be affected • 

by drug education program? in the Army. / jDru^j *abuse patterns of soldiers 

exposed to-4Eug education programs* d^d* not differ si .nificantly from 

those of soldiers who were not exposed,. When program effects at a spe- • 

cific post w<2re assessed through the pretest-posttest design, > there was^ 

no measurable impact on drug use behavior. Furthermore, in the search 

for highly* specific interactions of several vatiables, drug education 

variables seldcni accounted for changes in drug use. Finally, interview^ 

with enlistjpd men indicated that only 5 percent of the -men interviewed ^ . 

felt that the drug education experience had a "good impact." \ . 

There is consjltd^rable^suppo)>t for these findings In t}ie existing 
literature on drug education. A major study of civilian drug education 
was recftTjC?^y cqnducted for the Department of Health, Educaition, and . ^ 
* ^W€ilfare^^^^4n the'HEW study, which mpsft closely resembles the present; 
research in scope and Intent, a "major conclusion was that "cuifi*ent drug 
V/ education programs have not prevented drug use." . ' 

^HoweVer^ although drug; education has shown little substantial impact 
pn <irug 'use, xheve 'are several reasons hot to abandon drug education 
tSptlrely. • . ^ 

^ First^ the present rp3earch indicated that drug education had positive 
impact in specific instances. The,. AID analyses srug'gested that among 
certain groirpS the use' of discussion sessions helped to prevent increase 
_ in hallucinogen use. Again, among certain gfotips, ^xpo^ure to drug 

education tenOed to prevent ificreases an the use of heroin and other , 
^ - depressants. Furthenaore, there w^re indications that- drug educ'atiorx 
had some i;apact on reported learning, and that there^^a.s a significant 
^inverse relationship between* drug use and reported lea:ming (although 
. the* evidence for selective attention indicated that if this relationship 
was causal ic nature, drug use behavior may have determined the learning, 
rather thaa the reverse). -i 
> . V . ^ * 

Second] while j:he literature feveals a paupitjjt of evidence relating' 
jdrug education to changes in drug use behavior, there are numerous' 



Ma9ro Systems*, Incorporated. Evaluation of drug education p-rograms; 
Vol.* II, Main; report for Department of Health Education, and Welfare. 



New*York: Macro Systems, Inc., 1972. 
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Instances of perceived effects and changes in intervening variables such 
aa attitudes coward drugs. Even though the HEW study^^ concluded tliat 
drug education was not effective in preventing drug use, their survey of 
1,279 youths from sin coashunlcies showed that 25 percent of the respon- 
dents thought ^hat education stopped people from using drugs ♦ In an 
evaluation of a two-week course in drug education given to a sample of 
^^C7. junior high school students, 2^ percent of prior users and 49 per- 
cent of the "potential'* users stated three weeks after course completion 
that the dtug education course had prevented th^ir continued or future 
use of drugs However., these results are weakened by the fact that 
evaluators asked the students directly if the information they received 
caused them to decrease or stop their use of drugs, rather than making 
an independent assessment of drug use. Furthermore, tt^e evaluation 
survey combined all drugs, including tobacco. 

Researchers have also begun to tease out the effects cf drug educa- 
tion on intervening variables such as attitudes and knowledge^ In one 
study, exposure to a drug education program^was related to positive 
changes in attitudes toward drugs in a group of seventh graders J® 
Another study found chat high school students exposed to drug education 
demonstrated mote knowledge about drugs than students who were not 
exposed.^® 

In this connection, it has been argued that a variety of criteria of 
• ef fectivenesa should be employed in addition to the criterion of lowered 
drug use^'^In fact, some educators feel that lowerii^g drug use should 
not necessarily be the primary goal of drug education. Perhaps, for 
example, a deceleration of drug aae is a reasonable goal. Others believe 
that It is simply unrealistic to expect fairly immediate (weeks or months) 
behavioral results from drug education; that instead, a program ohotsld 
strive to help young people to understand drugs and drug use /to clarify 
their values and the role of their values in drug use. According to this 
view, drug education Is a long-term process., shaping values and beliefs 
which surround drug use of 5l|f. kinds for years to come, helping the 
recipient to make more informed decisions about drug use/® From this 



^^Macro Systems, I972, op* cit* 

Klein, J. Evaluation of a multimedia drug education program. Journa 1 
of Drug Education, 1972, 2(5), 229-259* 

^^Amendolara, 1Q75, op. cit. 

O'Rourke, T. Assessment of the effectiveness of the New .York star , 
drug curriculum guide w*tth, respect to drug knowledge. Journal of 
Drug Education, 1975,1 (1), 57-6€. 

^'Richards, L. Evaluation in drug education? Notes on the state of the 
art. Paper presented at the Nai^onal Conference on Research in School 
Health. Detrdit, Michigan, Martih 1971 

18 

Segal, Drug education. Toward a rational approach. International 
Journal of Addictions , lc/72, X (2). 
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perspective, evaluation of drug-education programs on the sole criterion of 
amount of U9e represents a shallow distortion of the goals of drug educa- 
tion. This point of view Is understandable and has much to recommend it. 
However, while these are reasonable processes and goals. for educational 
institutions— institutions which are shaping the behaviors and beliefs 
of children in their formative years—one might seriously question the 
feasibility and appropriateness of such goals for the ra^itary^ partic- 
ulax'ly on any massive scale* 



/ 
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} USAEC. Ft Monmouth. ATTN; AMSEL-^SI-CB 

1 USAEC.FlMonmooih.ATTN:C.F*clOfvBr ^ 

1 USA Matt rIaH Syi Ansl Agcy, Abert'een. ATTN: AMXSY-P 

1 EdgewoodAhenal.AbatdMn. ATTfl:SAREA-BL-H 

1 USA Ord Ctr & Sch, Aberdeen. ATTN: ATSL-TEM-C 

2 USA Hum Engf Ub. Aoirdeen, ATTN: Llbrary/DIr . 

1 USA Combat Ann Tny Bd, Ft Btnnlng. ATTN: Ad SupervriOr 

i USA Infantry Hum Rtch Unit. Ft Bennlng. ATTN: ChJaf 

1 L»SA Infantry Bd^ Ft Bennlns. ATTN: STESC-TE-T 

1 USASMA.FtBIJn.ATTNiAT^-LRC 

1 USAAIrO«fSch.Fi8l1w.ATTN;ATSA-CTO-ME 

t USA Air 0«fSch. Ft BUM. ATTN: Tech Ub 

1 \iSAA.rO«fBd.FtBli«.ATTN:'FIL6S 

t USA Air Off Bd. Ft Bliss. ATTN: STEBO-PO 

1 USA Cmd & Gemral Stf^CoHe^. Ft Letvenworih. ATTN: Ub 

} USA Cmd & General Sif Co^K9^Fl Utvanwonh. ATTN; ATSW-SE-L 

t USA Cmd & General Stf College. Ft Leavenworth. ATTN: Ed AcS:«Of 

1 USA Combined Arms Cmbt De^^ct. Ft Leavenworth. ATTN; DeoCdr 

1 USA Combined Arrrti Cmbt Oev Act. Ft Leavenworth. ATTN: CCS 

1 USA Combined Arms Cmbt D«v Act, Ft Leavenworth. ATTN; ATCASA 

I USA Combined Arms Cmbt Dev Act. Ft Lemnworth. ATTN; ATCACO-E 

1 USA Combined Arms Cmbt Dev Act. Ft Leavinworth. ATTN? ATCACC-CI 

1 USAECOM. Night Vi$k>j> Ub, Ft Belvolr. ATTN: AMSEL-NV--SD 

3 USA Computer Sys Cmd. Ft Balvolr. ATTN: Tech Library 
t USAMERDaFtBelvotr.ATTN:STSFB-DQ / 

1 USAEngSch.FtB*lvolr.ATTN:Ubfafy 

I USA Topographic Ub, Ft Belvoif. ATTN: ETL-TD-S 

t USA Topographic Lab. Ft Belvotr. ATTNj STINFO Center ^ ' 

1 USA Topographic Lab. Ft Belvorr. ATTN: ETL«GSL 

1 USAtntetl^nceCtr&Sch^FtHuachuca.ATTN:CTD-MS 

I USA IntellK^tnce Cir «f Sch. Ft Huachuca. ATTN: ATS-CTD-MS 

1 USA Inteltl9«f^ce Ctr & Scii. Ft Hua^uca. ATTN: ATSt-TE 

1 USA lnt8lll9enoeCtr & Sch. Ft Huachuca. ATTN: ATSt--TEX-CS 

t USA Intelll^nct Ctr & Sch. Ft Huachuca. ATTN: ATSl-CTS<-OR 

t USA InltlNgencc Ctr fit Sch. Ft HuachtKa. ATTN: ATSI-CTD-DT 

1 USA tnieHlgence Ctr & Sch. Ft Huachuta. ATTN. ATSI-CTO-CS 

USA tnteill9enc9 Ctr & Sch. Ft Huachuf^. ATTN: DAS/SRD 
t USA tntel}i9«nc« Ctr & Sch. Ft Huachuca. ATTN ATSI-TEM 
t USA Intelii9«nc« Ctr & Sch. Ft Huachuca. ATTN: Library « ^ 

1 CDR. HQ Ft Huachuca. ATTN: Tech RefDiv 

2 CDR. USA Electronic Prvy Grd. ATTN: STEEP-MT-S 
t CDR. ProIectMASSTER. ATTN: Tech Info Center 

t HqMASSTEB,USATRADOC,LNO 

1 Rfiearch Institute. HQ MASSTER. Ft Hood, ^ 

I USA RfOultlntftmd. Ft Sherdian. ATTN: USARCPM-P 

1 Senior Army Adv.. USAFAGOO/TAC. Elgin AF Aux Fid No. 9 

\ HQ USARPAC. DCSPER, APO SF 96558. ATTN: GPPE-Sc 

1 Stimson Ub. Academy of Health Sciences. Ft Sam Houston 

t Mwine Cofpf Imt.. i^TTN: Dean-MCi 

1 HQUSMC. Commandant. ATTN: Code M.TMT 5t 
t HQUSMC. Commandant. ATTN: Code MPI-20 

2 usee Academy. New London. ATTNr Admission 
2 USCG Ac*dtmy. New London. Attli* Ubrai^y 

1 USCG Training Ctr. NY. ATTN; CO 
t USCG Training Ctr. NY. ATTN* EducSvc Ofc 
1 . USCG. Ptychol R« Br. DC ATTN: GP 1/62 
' 1 HO Mid-Ran9« Br. MC Get. Ouantico. ATTN: P&S Oiv 
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: us MafiM Corps UalJlon Ofc, AMC. Alexandria. ATTN; AMCGS-F 
i;5,ATRA0GC. Ft Monroe. ATTN; ATRO-ED 
r4> ATRADOC. Fl'Monroe. ATTN: ATPR--AO 
USATRADOC. Ft Monroe. ATTN: ATTS-EA 
USA f"vvcc$ Cmd. Ft McPherjon, ATTNt Ubrary 
USA Aviiiton Test 8d. Ft Rocker. ATTN: STEBG-PO 
USA Ayy for Avmion Safety. Ft Rucker. ATI'N: Ubrary 
USA Agcy for Aviation Safety. Fi Rucker. ATTN; Educ Advisor 
USA Aviatic.". Sch. fi Rucker. ATTN: PO Orawef 0 
HQUSA Aviation Sys Cmd. Si Uouls. ATTNi AMSAV-ZOR 
USA Aviation Sys Test Act. Edwards AFB. ATTN: SAVTE-T 
USA Air Def Sch. Ft Blits. ATTN: ATSA TEM ^ 
USA Air Moljifity Rsch & Dev Lab. Motfen Fid. ATTN: SAVQU-AS 
U3A Aviation Sch. Res Tr^g Mgt. Ft Rucker, ATTN:- ATST-T--RTM 
USA Aviation Sch. CO. Ft Rucker. ATTN: ATST-D-A 
HQ. USAMC, Alexandria. ATTN: AMXCO-TU 
HQ. USAMC. Alexandria. ATf N; COR 
US Military Academy. West Point, ATTN; Serials Unit 
US Military Academy. West Point. ATTN: Ofc of Milt tdrshp 
US Militiry Acadeipy. West Folnt. ATTN; M AQR. 
USA Standardixatlon Gp. UK. FPO NY. ATTN; M/VSE-GC 
Ofc of ^aval Rsch. Arllr^on. ATTfi: Code 452 
Ofc of Naval Rsch. Arlington. ATTN: Code 458 , 
Ofc of Naval Rsch. Arlington, ATTN: Code 450 
Ofc of Naval Rich. Arlington.^TTN; Code 441 , 
Naval Aerojpc Med Res Lab. Pensacola, ATTN: Acous Sch Oiv 
Naval Aerospc Med Ri^s Lab. Pensacola. ATTN: Code L61 
Naval Asrospc Med Res Lab. Pensacola. ATTN: Code L5 
Chief of NavPerj. ATTN; fers OR 
NAVAIRSTA. Norfolk. XtTN: Safely Ctr 
Nav Oceanographic. DC. /OTN: Code 8251. Chafts & Tech 
Center of Naval Anal. ATTN: Doc Ctr 
NavAirSysCom. ATTN: AIR-531X - 
Nav BoMed, ATTN: 713 
NavHellcopterSubSqua 2. FPOSF 96601 
AFHRL (FT) William AFB 
AFHRL(TT) Lowry AFB 
AFHRLCAS) WPAFB.ON 
AFHRL (jDOiZ) Brooks AFB 
AFHRLJDOJN) Lackland AFB 
HOUSAF (INYSD) 
HQUSAF (DPXXA) 
AFVTG(RD) Randolph AFB 

AMRL (HE) WPAFB. OH ? 
Af Instof TeJi,V/PAFB. OH. ATTN: ENE/SL 
ATC (XPTD) Randolph AFB 

USAF AeroMed Lib. Brooks AFB (SUL-4). ATTN: QOCSEC 
'AFOSR (NL), Arlington 

AF Log Cmd. McCltllan AFB. ATTN; ALC/DPCRB 
Air Force At«iemy. CO. ATTN. Dept of Bel Sen 
NavPers ^ Dev Ctr. San Diego ^ 
Navy Med Neuropsydifatric Rsch Unit. San Diego 
Nav Electronic Lab. San Dle^o. ATTN; Res Lab 
Nav Trn^n. San Diego. ATTN: Code 9006-Ub 
NavPostGraSch. Mcoterty. ATTN: Code 65Aa 
NavFostGfaSch, Monterey. ATTN: Code 2124 
NwTrngEquipCtr. Orlando. ATTN: Tech Ub 
US Dept of Labof. DC. ATTN: Manpower Admin 
US D^t of Justice. DC. ATTN: Drug Enfofce Admin 
Nat &ur of Standards. DC. ATTN; Computer Info Section 
Nat Clearing House for MH-lnf'o, Rockvillt 
Denver Federal Ctr. Lakawood. ATTN: BLM 
12 Defense DocumenUtlon Center 

Dir f*jych. Army Ho, fTusull Ofcs, Canberra 

Sdentiffo Advu* Mil Bd, Army Hq, Russell Ofcs. Canberra 

Mil and Air Attache. Austrian Embaisy 

Centre d« Recherche Des Factturs, Humalne de la Defense 

Nationale. Brussels 

Canadian Soint Staff Washington 

OAlr Staff. Royal Canadian AF, ATTN: Pert Std Anal Br 

3 Chief, Canadian Def Rsch Staff. ATTN: C/CflDS{W) 

4 British Off St*ff. Britith Embassy. Washington 
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1 Def &CI?il Inst of EnvlroMedklne. Canada 

1 AIR CRESS. Ktntingtori. ATTN; Info Sys Br 

1 Millt«erpiYkotoglskT{enesta.-Cop«hagen 

1 Military Attache. French EmbMsy. ATTN: DocSec 

1 Medecin Chef. C,E.R.P.A.-Arienal, TouJon/f^l France 

1 '^^In Scientific Off. AppI Hum Engr'Rsch Diy^lwinistry 

of Defense. New D«ihi * 
1 Pert Rich Ofc Library. AKA. Israel Defense Forc^ 
1 MinlsterlsvanDefemfe.0OOP/KLAfdSodaar'*' ^ 

Psychologlsche Zaken. The Hague. Netherlands 
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